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By , Deputy 
Attorneys for Plaintiff Claviette Rahinson 
JANE MBQ DOE, a minor, by and through her Guardian 
ad Litem, Rosalba G.; 


SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 


867044865 


JANE MBQ DOE, a minor, by and through her) CASE NO: 


Guardian ad Litem, Rosalba G.; 

) COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES FOR: 

PLAINTIFF ; 

) 1. Negligence 

) 2. Negligent Infliction of Emotional Distress 
Ys ) 3. Violation of Ralph Act, Civil Code § 51.7 

) 4. Violation of Bane Act, Civil Code § 52.1 
CITY OF LOS ANGELES, a public entity; and ) 
DOES 1 THROUGH 10, INCLUSIVE [DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL] 

DEFENDANTS 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

COMPLAINT 


Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE, a minor by and through her Guardian ad Litem, Rosalba G., 
complains and alleges as follows: 
I. 
VENUE AND JURISDICTION 

1. Venue is proper in the Superior Court of the State of California, for the County of Los 
Angeles in that the underlying acts, omissions, injuries and related facts and circumstances upon which 
the present action is based occurred in the County of Los Angeles, Los Angeles, California. This court 
has jurisdiction over the present matter because, as delineated within this complaint, the nature of the 
claims and amounts in controversy meet the requirements for jurisdiction in the Superior Court. 
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II. 
PARTIES 

2. At all times mentioned herein, Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE was a resident of the County of 
Los Angeles, State of California. The name JANE MBQ DOE is not this Plaintiff's true name, it is a 
fictitious pseudonym utilized as privacy protection for the minor. This Plaintiff is a female, born on 
04/26/2002 and was a minor during the entire time of the sexual misconduct alleged herein. 

a This Complaint is brought pursuant, but not limited, to California Government Code §815.2 
and Code of Civil Procedure §340.1. 

4. At all relevant times, Defendant CITY OF LOS ANGELES (hereinafter “CITY”’) is and 
was a municipal corporation existing under the laws of the State of California. Defendant CITY is a 
chartered subdivision of the State of California with the capacity to be sued. Defendant CITY is 
responsible for the actions, omissions, policies, procedures, practices, and customs of its various agents 
and agencies, including the Los Angeles Police Department (hereinafter "LAPD") and its agents and 
employees, including Los Angeles Police Department Officer Robert Cain (hereinafter “CAIN”). At all 
relevant times, Defendant CITY was responsible for assuring that the actions, omissions, policies, 
procedures, practices, and customs of the LAPD, and its Officers, employees and agents, complied with 
the laws of the United States and of the State of California. Defendant CITY was responsible for 
assuring that the actions, omissions, procedures, and practices, of its Police Officers complied with POST 
training standards regarding proper police tactics. 

5. At all relevant times, ROBERT CAIN was a duly appointed CITY of Los Angeles Police 
Officer and an employee or agent of CITY, subject to oversight and supervision by CITY's elected and 
non-elected officials, and he acted under color of law, to wit, under the color of the statutes, ordinances, 
regulations, policies, customs, and usages of defendant CITY, the LAPD, and under the color of the 
statutes and regulations of the State of California. Plaintiff alleges that the Defendant CITY is vicariously 
liable under the theory of respondeat superior, for the acts of ROBERT CAIN, and DOES 1-10. 
Defendant CITY is liable for its own acts and negligence; and the negligent conduct of CAIN was a 
result of the negligent employment, negligent supervision, negligent retention, and negligent training, by 


the Defendant CITY OF LOS ANGELES. 
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6. At all relevant times, Defendants, DOES 1 through 10, were duly appointed CITY Police 
Officers and/or employees or agents of CITY, subject to oversight and supervision by CITY’s elected 
and non-elected officials and/or managerial, supervisory or policy-making officials of the City of Los 
Angeles Police Department. At all times relevant, DOES 1 through 10 acted under the color of law, to 
wit, under the color of the statutes, ordinances, regulations, policies, customs, and usages of Defendant 
CITY, in the LAPD, and under the color of the statutes and regulations of the State of California. 

7. At all relevant times, Defendants, DOES 1 through 10, were specifically authorized by 
Defendant CITY OF LOS ANGELES to perform the duties and responsibilities of sworn officers and law 
enforcement officers of the LAPD, and all acts hereinafter complained of were performed by each DOE 
defendant within the course and scope of their duties as law enforcement Officers for Defendant CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES. Defendants DOES 1 through 10 are also sued herein in their individual capacity and 
in their official capacity as police officers of the LAPD, and the CITY OF LOS ANGELES. Defendant 
CITY assisted, ratified and/or acquiesced in the negligent and intentional acts and omissions of ROBERT 
CAIN and DOES 1-10. 

8. The present Plaintiff is ignorant of the true names and capacities of Defendants sued 
herein as DOES 1 through 10, and therefore sues these defendants by such fictitious names. Plaintiff will 
amend this complaint to allege said defendants' true names and capacities when ascertained. Plaintiff 
JANE MBQ DOE is informed and believes and thereon alleges that each of the fictitiously named 
defendants are responsible in some manner for the occurrences herein alleged, and that Plaintiff's injuries 
as herein alleged were proximately caused by the acts and/or omissions of said fictitiously named 
defendants. 

9. At all times mentioned herein, each and every defendant was the agent of each and every 
other defendant and had the legal duty to oversee and supervise the hiring, conduct, and employment of 
each and every defendant. 

10. All of the acts complained of herein by Plaintiff against Defendants were done and 
performed by said Defendants by and through their authorized agents, servants, and/or employees, all of 
whom at all relevant times herein were acting within the course, purpose, and scope of said agency, 
service, and/or employment capacity. Moreover, Defendants and their agents ratified all of the acts 


complained of herein. 
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11. On or about October 27, 2017, pursuant to Government Code Section 900, Plaintiff JANE 
MBQ DOE presented a claim with the City of Los Angeles.in full and timely compliance with the 
California Tort Claim Act. 

12. On or about November 6, 2017, the City of Los Angeles rejected Plaintiff, JANE MBQ 
DOE’s Claim. Plaintiff has therefore exhausted all administrative remedies. 

III. 
FACTS COMMON TO ALL CAUSES OF ACTION 

13. . Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein each and every allegation 
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action. 

14.  Atall times relevant, Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE was in the Los Angeles Police 
Department Cadet Program at the 77" Street Division of the Los Angeles Police Department between 
January, 2017 and June, 2017, including June 14, 2017, under the care, control, and/or supervision of, the 
LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, and DOES 1 to 10. 

15. At all times relevant, ROBERT CAIN was employed by the CITY OF LOS ANGELES 
and the LOS ANGELES POLICE.DEPARTMENT as a Police Officer, Cadet Program Advisor and 
mentor. In such capacities, CAIN was under the direct supervision, employ, agency and/or control of the 
CITY and the LAPD, and DOES 1 to 10. CAIN’s employment duties and responsibilities with the 
Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 included, inter alia, providing of the supervision, advisory, education, 
and training needs and well-being of minor Cadets participating in the Los Angeles Police Department 
Cadet Program at the 77" Street Division of the Los Angeles Police Department, including Plaintiff 
JANE MBQ DOE. 

16.  Byhiring and/or employing CAIN to serve as a Cadet Advisor, the CITY OF LOS 
ANGELES and the LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, held out to JANE MBQ DOE, her 
mother, and the public that CAIN was of high ethical and/or moral repute, and to be in good standing 
with the LAPD, the County of Los Angeles, the State of California and the public. 

17. Through his position with the CITY and the LAPD, CAIN was put into direct contact with 
JANE MBQ DOE, an LAPD Cadet. CAIN was assigned to supervise, train, and advise Plaintiff JANE 
MBQ DOE. It is under these circumstances that JANE MBQ DOE came to be under the direction and 
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control of CAIN, who used his position of authority and trust over JANE MBQ DOE to "groom" and 
sexually molest and sexually abuse Plaintiff. 

18. Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE was under the supervision of Los Angeles Police Officer, 
ROBERT CAIN, between January, 2017 and June, 2017, including June 14, 2017, CAIN, caused injuries 
and damages to the minor Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE while acting under color of law as a Police Officer 
for Defendant, CITY OF LOS ANGELES. 

19. Onor about January, 2017 through June, 2017, including June 14, 2017, Defendant CITY 
and DOES 1-10 negligently supervised Los Angeles Police Department Officer ROBERT CAIN. 
Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 negligently permitted CAIN to have unsupervised contact with Plaintiff 
JANE MBQ DOE. CAIN; negligently permitted CAIN to “groom” Plaintiff; and negligently permitted 
CAIN TO sexually abuse Plaintiff; and negligently permitted CAIN to coerce Plaintiff and commit lewd 
acts upon the minor Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE. Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 negligently permitted 
CAIN to sexually harass and sexually assault Plaintiff. As a result of the negligent supervision by 
Defendant, CITY and DOES 1-10, Officer CAIN committed sexual assaults and lewd acts upon JANE 
MBQ DOE. 

20. | Onor about January, 2017 through June 2017, including June 14, 2017, Plaintiff JANE 
MBQ DOE, a minor, was “groomed,” seduced, coerced, and tricked by CAIN. Officer CAIN had been 
“grooming” Plaintiff by taking her to places such as Magic Mountain, pretending that he was her friend, 
giving her gifts, and sending her inappropriate text messages. 

21. Los Angeles Police Department Officer CAIN committed lewd acts upon the minor 
Plaintiff for his sexual gratification for his sexual appetite. Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE was deprived of 
her legal rights protected by the Constitution and laws of the United States and the State of California. 
Defendant CITY and LAPD Officer CAIN violated the rights of Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE not to be 
subjected to sexual abuse, sexual molestation, sexual harassment, sexual assault, and lewd acts. 

22. CAIN did sexually assault and commit lewd acts upon JANE MBQ DOE, who was a 
minor at the time. Such conduct was done solely for CAIN’s sexual gratification, and was performed on 
JANE MBQ DOE without her free consent, as JANE MBQ DOE was a minor and thus unable to give 


valid legal consent to such sexual acts. 
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23. JANE MBQ DOE is informed and alleges that the lewd acts upon her constituted conduct 
in violation California Penal Code. § 288a(b)(2), § 288a(b)(2), § 288(c)(1) and other Penal Code sections. 

24. | Defendant CITY and its employees and agents, including but not limited to DOES 1 
through 10, failed to take reasonable steps and/or implement reasonable safeguards, to prevent the sexual, 
lewd and lascivious acts committed by CAIN, including preventing the sexual abuse of JANE MBQ 
DOE by CAIN. Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 negligently placed CAIN in a job duty and 
environment in which contact with minor children, such as Plaintiff was an inherent part of that job duty 
and environment. Instead, Defendant CITY and DOES - 10, ignored and/or “‘covered up” the sexual 
abuse of Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE. Defendant City and DOES 1 to 10, negligently failed to properly 
supervise CAIN; and negligently failed to properly supervise Plaintiff which resulted in Plaintiff being 
sexually abused by CAIN. 

25. Prior to and during the sexual abuse and assault of Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE, Defendant 
CITY and DOES 1 through 10, knew or should have known that CATN violated his role as a police 
officer, advisor, training Officer, and/or mentor, and CAIN used his position of authority and trust, acting 
on behalf of the CITY and the LAPD, to have unsupervised access to minor children, including Plaintiff, 
in which the Defendants allowed CATIN to physically touch Plaintiff in a sexual manner, and engage in 
lewd and lascivious acts, and sexual assaults of Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE. The Defendants, and each of 
them, failed to take reasonable steps and implement reasonable safeguards to avoid and/or prevent the 
unlawful sexual conduct alleged in this complaint by CAIN, which allowed CAIN to violate Plaintif and 
commit lewd acts and sexual assaults upon Plaintiff. 

26. Defendant CITY and DOES 1 through 10, knew or should have known that CAIN had 
previously been the subject of a personnel complaint in the Van Nuys Division; and that due to CAIN's 
conduct, CAIN was transferred to the 77" division of the Los Angeles Police Department in 2015. 
Despite have knowledge of CAIN’s problematic conduct while at the Van Nuys Division, the CITY and 
DOES 1 through 10 continued to retain CAIN as a LAPD Police Officer and Cadet Advisor. 

27. Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE further alleges that Defendant CITY and DOES 1 through 10, 
failed to report to Child Protective Services the sexual abuse of Plaintiff, and CITY and DOES 1 - 10 did 


hide and conceal from the minor Cadets, parents, the community and Child Protective Services, the true 
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facts and evidence necessary to bring CAIN to justice for the sexual assaults CAIN committed with 
minors, such as minor Cadets. under their care, including Plaintiff. . 
FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
Negligence (Cal. Govt. Code § 815.2 and California Common Law) 
(Against All Defendants) 

28. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein each and every allegation 
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action. 

. 29. . On or about January, 2017 through June,.2017, including June 14, 2017, Defendant CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES and DOES 1-10 negligently supervised Los Angeles Police Department Officer, 
ROBERT CAIN; and negligently supervised Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE. The negligent supervision by 
Defendant CITY OF LOS ANGELES and DOES 1-10 empowered CAIN to “groom” and sexually abuse 
Plaintiff, and CAIN did “groom” and CAIN unlawfully seduced Plaintiff. Because of the negligent 
supervision of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES and DOES 1-10, CAIN committed lewd and lascivious acts 
upon Plaintiff. The negligent supervision of Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 was the proximate cause of 
CAIN committing sexual acts, and lewd and lascivious acts, upon Plaintiff. 

30. The intentional and negligent conduct of Officer CAIN was a result of the negligent 
employment, negligent supervision, negligent retention, and negligent training, by the Defendant CITY 
OF LOS ANGELES and DOES 1-10. Defendant CITY has been negligent in the training of City of Los. 
Angeles Police Officers, including Officer CAIN, regarding proper police practices; regarding POST 
code of conduct for police officers; regarding sexual harassment policies. The Defendant CITY and 
DOES 1-10 failed to train LAPD officers, including Officer CAIN, that inappropriate conduct with 
minors enrolled in the Los Angeles Police cadet program was against State and Federal Law, and against 
POST training standards. Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) was established by the California 
Legislature in 1959 to set minimum selection and training standards for California law enforcement 
officers. 

31. The CITY OF LOS ANGELES and, LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, and 
DOES 1 through 10, failed to protect Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE from criminal acts of LAPD officers; 
negligently failed to provide safe and secure premises for Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOF; and negligently 
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failed to protect the Los Angeles Police Department Cadets, including Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE from 
sexual abuse by LAPD police officers and cadet advisors. 

32. The CITY OF LOS ANGELES, the LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, and 
DOES 1 through 10, negligently supervised the Cadet Program at 77" Street Division. The CITY, the 
LAPD, and DOES 1 through 10, knew, or should have known about its police officers’ potential danger 
to sexually abuse Los Angeles Police Department Cadets before Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE was sexually 
abused by Officer CAIN. The CITY and DOES 1-10 allowed a culture to exist within the LAPD in which 
sexual acts upon Cadets by its Police Officers would be condoned and permitted at the 77" Street 
Division. 

33. |The CITY OF LOS ANGELES and DOES 1 through 10 had insufficient policies and 
procedures to ensure that minors in the Cadet program would not be left alone with police officers. The 
CITY and DOES 1 through 10 negligently failed to have safety policies and procedures to protect Los 
Angeles Police Department Cadets from sexual abuse by LAPD Officers. The CITY and DOES 1 
through 10 negligently failed to have safety policies and procedures to mandate that City of Los Angeles 
personnel report sexual abuse of the Cadets by police officers. The CITY and DOES 1 through 10 
negligently failed to have training for City of Los Angeles personnel and Los Angeles Police Department 
Officers to recognize the signs of sexual abuse; and to recognize “grooming” of minor Cadets by LAPD 
Officers, such as Officer CAIN herein. 

34. | While Officer CAIN “groomed” Plaintiff and sexually molested and sexually abused 
Plaintiff; the CITY and DOES 1 through 10 were aware, or should have been aware, that Officer CAIN 
took an unusual interest, and spent an inordinate amount of time with Plaintiff, as part of his “grooming” of 
Plaintiff. 

35. -The CITY OF LOS ANGELES, the LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, and 
DOES 1 through 10, negligently employed, negligently retained, and negligently supervised Officer 
CAIN. The CITY and DOES 1 through 10, failed to adequately investigate Officer CAIN's background 
and qualifications before negligently hiring Officer CAIN. The CITY and DOES 1-10, negligently failed 
to conduct a reasonable investigation into Officer CAIN's background prior to hiring and/or allowing him to 


serve as a police officer and Cadet advisor for the Los Angeles Police Department. 
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36. After hiring its police officers, such as Officer CAIN, the CITY and DOES 1 through 10, 
failed.to adequately monitor and supervise its police.officers, such as Officer CAIN, and negligently 
retained Officer CAIN as an employee of the City of Los Angeles. The CITY and DOES 1-10 
negligently employed, negligently retained, and negligently supervised Officer CAIN. 

37. |The CITY OF LOS ANGELES, the LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, and 
DOES 1 through 10, had special duties to protect minor Cadets and Plaintiff who was one of the Cadets 
within the Los Angeles Police Department Cadet Program. The CITY and DOES 1-10 were entrusted 
with the care of minor Cadets by their parents. The care, welfare, and physical safety of Plaintiff JANE 
MBQ DOE was entrusted to the CITY and DOES 1 through 10, who accepted the entrusted care of the © 
minor Plaintiff. As such, the CITY, the LAPD, and DOES 1 through 10, owed Plaintiff a special duty of 
care, in addition to the duty of ordinary care, and owed Plaintiff a higher duty of care that adults dealing 
with children owe to protect children from harm. The duty to protect Plaintiff arose from the special, 
trusting, confidential, and fiduciary relationship between the CITY, DOES 1 through 10 and Plaintiff 
because the CITY and DOES 1-10 were entrusted to protect Plaintiff from harm and to protect Plaintiff 
from sexual abuse. Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE instilled great trust, faith and confidence in the CITY and 
DOES 1-10, and in Officer CAIN who was training and advising Plaintiff. 

38. The CITY OF LOS ANGELES, the LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, and 
DOES 1 through 10, breached their duties of care to Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE by allowing CAIN to 
come into contact with Plaintiff without proper supervision; by allowing CAIN to “groom” Plaintiff; by 
failing to adequately supervise CAIN; by continuing to retain CAIN, who was permitted and enabled to 
have access to Plaintiff; by concealing from Plaintiff, her parents, guardians and law enforcement 
officials that CAIN was sexually molesting, harassing, and abusing minors; by failing to tell or | 
concealing from Plaintiff's parents, guardians or law enforcement officials that she was sexually 
harassed, molested and abused after the CITY, LAPD and DOES 1 through 10 knew, or should have 
known, that CAIN “groomed” and sexually harassed, molested and abused Plaintiff, thereby allowing 
Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE to be sexually harassed, sexually molested, and sexually abused by CAIN. 
The CITY, LAPD and DOES 1 through 10 cloaked within the facade of normalcy Officer CAIN’s 
conduct and actions with the minor Plaintiff and disguised the nature of the sexual harassment, 


molestation and abuse and contact by Officer CAIN 
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39. The CITY OF LOS ANGELES, the LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT and 
DOES 1 through 10, breached their duty to JANE MBQ DOE by, inter alia, failing to investigate or 
otherwise confirm such facts; failing to reveal such facts to her, the other police cadets and the 
community of the City of Los Angeles, placing and continuing to place CAIN in positions of trust and 
authority within the LAPD, and holding out, and continuing to hold out Officer CAIN to JANE MBQ 
DOE, the other police cadets, and the community, as being in good standing and trustworthy. 

40. The CITY OF LOS ANGELES, the LOS ANGELES POLICE DEPARTMENT, and 
DOES 1 through 10, breached their duty to JANE MBQ DOE by, inter alia, failing to adequately monitor 
and supervise Officer CAIN and by failing to stop him from committing wrongful sexual acts with 
minors, including Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE. 

41. Asa direct, legal and proximate result of the negligence of CITY and DOES 1-10, 
Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE suffered childhood sexual abuse committed by Officer CAIN; and Plaintiff 
suffered emotional distress, and continues to suffer emotional distress; and Plaintiff has been emotionally 
injured as a result of the intentional and negligent conduct of Officer CAIN; and as a proximate result of 
the negligent training by the City of Los Angeles of its police officers, such as Officer CAIN by 
Defendant CITY OF LOS ANGELES. 

42. Defendant CITY OF LOS ANGELES is vicariously liable for the wrongful acts of Officer 
CAIN, and DOES 1 through 10 pursuant to section 815.2 of the California Government Code, which 
provides that a public entity is liable for the injuries caused by its employees within the scope of the 
employment if the employee’s act would subject him or her to liability. 

43. As a result of Defendants’ discriminatory acts acknowledged herein, Plaintiff is entitled to 
reasonable attorney’s fees and costs of said suit as provided in Civil Code §51.7, and § 52.(b). 

SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
NEGLIGENT INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL DISTRESS 
(Against All Defendants) 

44. _ Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein each and every allegation 
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action. 

45. On or about January, 2017 through June, 2017, including June 14, 2017, Officer CAIN 


caused serious emotional injuries upon the minor Plaintiff by “grooming” and seducing Plaintiff, a minor 
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child; and CAIN knew that emotional distress was substantially certain to result from his conduct of 
“grooming” and seducing Plaintiff, a minor child. CAIN “groomed” Plaintiff with extreme attention, 
and lies of friendship and caring, and lies of romance and love with Plaintiff. 

46. The conduct of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, and DOES 1-10, in negligently supervising 
Officer CAIN in the Cadet program, was a reckless and negligent disregard of the probability of causing 
emotional distress of a minor Cadet, such as Plaintiff, who was “groomed” and seduced by CAIN. The 
CITY and DOES 1-10 knew there was a high degree of probability that emotional distress would result 
from CAIN’s conduct of “grooming” and seducing Plaintiff, a minor child, with a conscious disregard of 
the probable results. 

47. |The CITY and DOES 1-10 engaged in negligent conduct in the supervision of CAIN and 
minor Plaintiff; and CAIN, an LAPD Officer/employee of Defendant CITY, engaged in a willful 
violation of Penal laws that prohibit lewd and lascivious acts with minors such as Plaintiff. 

48. Asadirect, legal and proximate result of the negligence of CITY, DOES 1-10, and CAIN, 
Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE suffered serious emotional distress. 

49. Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 negligent conduct, and CAIN’s willful violation of 
Penal laws that prohibit lewd and lascivious acts with minors such as Plaintiff was a proximate cause of 
Plaintiffs serious emotional distress. As a direct, legal and proximate result of Defendants’ negligence, 
Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE suffered severe emotional distress as a result of the conduct of the Defendants 
and Officer CAIN, including but not limited to wrongfully “grooming” and seducing Plaintiff; and 
coercing, intimidating, committing lewd acts, and sexually assaulting Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE. 

50. As a proximate result, Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE has suffered and continues to suffer, 
pain, suffering, embarrassment, humiliation, and emotional distress, in an amount according to proof. 

THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
SEXUAL HARASSMENT: CIVIL CODE § 51.9 
(Against All Defendants) 

51. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein each and every allegation 
contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action. l 

52. The Defendant CITY OF LOS ANGELES, and DOES 1-10, had a professional 
relationship with Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE, specifically that Plaintiff was in the Cadet Program of the 
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Los Angeles Police Department at the 77* Street Division. CAIN's employment duties and 
responsibilities with the Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 included, inter alia, providing of the 
supervision, advisory, education, and training needs and well-being of minor Cadets participating in the 
Los Angeles Police Department Cadet Program at the 77" Street Division of the Los Angeles Police 
Department, including Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE. 

53. Officer CAIN was in charge of Plaintiff s supervision as an advisor, and in Plaintiff s 
education and training as an LAPD Cadet. While Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE was a Los Angeles Police 
Department Cadet, CAIN made sexual advances, solicitations, requests, demands for sexual compliance, 
of a hostile nature to JANE MBQ DOE and/or engaged in other verbal, visual, or physical conduct of a 
sexual nature and/or of a hostile nature based on her gender, that were unwelcome, pervasive, and severe, 
as described above, which were done for CAIN'S sexual gratification, all while he was acting in the 
course and scope of his employment with Defendants, and each of them, to exploit Plaintiff JANE MBQ 
DOE physically, psychologically, and emotionally. | 

54. These incidents of abuse took place while Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE was under the 
control of CAIN, in his capacity and position as an LAPD Officer, counselor, advisor, and trainer and 
CAIN used his authority and position of trust to exploit Plaintiff physically and emotionally. These acts 
were done for CAIN'S sexual gratification all while CAIN was acting in the course and scope of his 
agency/employment within the CITY and the LAPD. 

55. | Because of CAIN'S position of authority over Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE and her young 
age, among other things, Plaintiff was unable to terminate the relationship with CAIN. Even though 
Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 knew, or should have known, of the unlawful activities that CAIN 
committed with Plaintiff. Defendants CITY and DOES 1-10 did nothing to investigate, supervise, or 
monitor CAIN to ensure the safety of Plaintiff and permitted CAIN to keep working as a police officer 
and advisor to the Cadet Program. Defendant CITY and DOES 1-10 ratified the sexual misconduct of 
CAIN by permitting CAIN to continue working after they knew of, or had the opportunity to learn of, 
CAIN'S misconduct. Here, the tortuous conduct that violated CAIN'S official duties were within the 
scope of his employment with the CITY OF LOS ANGELES. Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE will suffer 
economic loss and/or disadvantage, and personal injuries, including emotional distress as a result of 


CAIN'S conduct, and as a result of the negligent conduct of the CITY OF LOS ANGELES, and DOES 
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— 


1-10, in negligently supervising Officer CAIN in the Cadet program. The CITY and DOES 1-10 were 


2|| reckless and negligently. disregarded the probability of causing emotional distress of a minor Cadet, such 
3|| as Plaintiff. 
4 56. Defendant CITY and their employees and agents, including but not limited to DOES 1 
5 || through 10, in the aforementioned acts and/or omissions, as described above, were a breach of their 
6 || duties to Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE and the proximate cause of her damages as alleged herein. 
7 
F: FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF 
9 Violation of Ralph Act, Cal. Civil Code § 51.7, and violation of the Bane Civil Rights Act 52.1. 
10 (Against All Defendants) 
i 57. Plaintiff re-alleges and incorporates by reference herein each and every allegation 
15 contained herein above as though fully set forth and brought in this cause of action. 

53. The Ralph Civil Rights Act, California Civil Code, Section 51.7, and the Bane Civil Rights 
= Act, section 52.1, applies to this complaint because of the intentional acts and omissions of the CITY OF 
D LOS ANGELES, and DOES 1-10, and Officer CAIN, an employee of the CITY of LOS ANGELES. 

1 54. Officer CAIN intentionally interfered with, or attempted to interfere with, the civil rights of 
19 Plaintiff, and the right of freedom of movement by unlawfully coercing, intimidating, and committing 
171 lewd acts upon Plaintiff JANE MBQ DOE and sexually assaulting Plaintiff. 
18 55. Plaintiff reasonably believed that Officer CAIN would commit additional lawful misconduct 
19 against her. 
20 56. Officer CAIN injured Plaintiff to prevent Plaintiff from exercising her right of freedom of 
21|| movement. 
22 57. Plaintiff is informed and believes and that the conduct of Officer CAIN and each Defendant 
23] in doing and failing to do other wrongful acts herein alleged, was motivated by their invidious racial, 
d 24 || ethnic, class and/or other animus and for that reason violated Plaintiff's rights under California Civil 
" 25|| Code Sections 51.7 and 52.1. 
oe 26 |/ 
27 | 
28 


13 
COMPLAINT FOR DAMAGES 


DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL 


— 


Plaintiff hereby demands a trial by jury. 


Dated: May 1, 2018 CARRILLO LAW FIRM, LLP 





Luis A. Carrillo, Counsel for Plaintiff 
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— 


PRAYER FOR RELIEF 


2 WHEREFORE, Plaintiff requests entry of judgment in her favor and against Defendants CITY 
3| OF LOS ANGELES, and DOES 1-10, inclusive, as follows: 

4 A. General, special, and economic damages in an amount as proved: 

5 B. Damages under Civil Code §52, §3294; 

6 C. Damages for emotional distress; 

7 D. For reasonable costs of this suit and attorneys’ fees pursuant to Civil Code 52(b); 
8 E. For such further other relief as the Court may deem just, proper, and appropriate. 
9 


10 || DATED: May 1, 2018 ARRILLO LAW FIRM, LLP 
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Luis A. Carrillo 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
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Jane MBQ Doe, a minor vs. City of Los Angeles, et. al. 


CIVIL CASE COVER SHEET ADDENDUM AND 
STATEMENT OF LOCATION 
(CERTIFICATE OF GROUNDS FOR ASSIGNMENT TO COURTHOUSE LOCATION) 


This form is required pursuant to Local Rule 2.0 in all new civil case filings in the Los Angeles Superior Court. 


Item 1. Check the types of hearing and fill in the estimated length of hearing expected for this case: 


JURY TRIAL? "4 YES | CLASS ACTION? [] YES LIMITED CASE? [ ]ves TIME ESTIMATED FOR TRIAL 5 O HOURS, M DAYS 


Item Il. Indicate the correct district and courthouse location (4 steps — If you checked "Limited Case”, skip to Item III, Pg. 4): 


Step 1: After first completing the Civil Case Cover Sheet form, find the main Civil Case Cover Sheet heading for your 
case in the left margin below, and, to the right in Column À, the Civil Case Cover Sheet case type you selected. 


Step 2: Check one Superior Court type of action in Column B below which best describes the nature of this case. 


Step 3: In Column C, circle the reason for the court location choice that applies to the type of action you have 
checked. For any exception to the court location, see Local Rule 2.0. 


Applicable Reasons for Choosing Courthouse Location (see Column C below) 


1. Class actions must be filed in the Stanley Mosk Courthouse, central district. 6. Location of property or permanently garaged vehicle. 

2. May be filed in central (other county, or no bodily injury/property damage). 7. Location where petitioner resides. 

3. Location where cause of action arose. 8. Location wherein defendant/respondent functions wholly. 
4. Location where bodily injury, death or damage occurred. 9. Location where one or more of the aries reside. 

5. Location where performance required or defendant resides. 10. Location of Labor Commissioner Offi 


Step 4: Fill in the information requested on page 4 in Item IIl; complete Item IV. Sign the declaration. 


A B C 
Civil Case Cover Sheet Type of Action Applicable Reasons - 
Category No. (Check only one) See Step 3 Above 


Auto (22) O A7100 Motor Vehicle - Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death 
Uninsured Motorist (46) QO A7110 Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death — Uninsured Motorist 


D] A6070 Asbestos Property Damage 
Asbestos (04) 
O A7221 Asbestos - Personal InjuryWrongful Death 


Auto 
Tort 


Evi 


A7210 Medical Malpractice - Physicians & Surgeons 


ful Death Tort 


bap 


A7240 Other Professional Health Care Malpractice 


FAULT 


Damage! Wrong 


A7250 Premises Liability (e.g., slip and fall) 


A7230 Intentional Bodily Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death (e.g., 
assault, vandalism, etc.) 


Other 
Personal Injury 
Property Damage 
VS A7270 Intentional Infliction of Emotional Distress 


Other Personal Injury! Property 


A7220 Other Personal Injury/Property Damage/Wrongful Death 
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D A6017 Legal Malpractice 











Professional Negligence (25) 






O A6050 Other Professional Malpractice (not medical or legal) 


Other (35) L] A6025 Other Non-Personal Injury/Property Damage tort 
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Damage! Wrongful Death Tort 
























































































5 Wrongful Termination (36) O A6037 Wrongful Termination 
E 
2 D A6024 Other Employment Complaint Case 1.,2.,3. 
E Other Employment (15) 
ui O A6109 Labor Commissioner Appeals 
A6004 Breach of Rental/Lease Contract (not unlawful detainer or wrongful 
eviction) 
Breach of Contract/ Warranty . mu . 
(06) D A6008 Contract/Warranty Breach -Seller Plaintiff (no fraud/negligence) 
(not insurance) D A6019 Negligent Breach of Contract/Warranty (no fraud) 
A6028 Other Breach of Contract/Warranty (not fraud or negligence) 
S c A6002 Collections Case-Seller Plaintiff 
z Collections (09) 
G O A6012 Other Promissory Note/Collections Case 
Insurance Coverage (18) O A6015 Insurance Coverage (not complex) 1.,2.,5., 8. 
O A6009 Contractual Fraud 
Other Contract (37) O A6031 Tortious Interference 
O A6027 Other Contract Dispute(not breach/insurance/fraud/negligence) 
Eminent Domain/Inverse : a ; 
Condemnation (14) O A7300 Eminent Domain/Condemnation Number of parcels 
7 a = 
2 Wrongful Eviction (33) O A6023 Wrongful Eviction Case 2., 6. 
o 
a 
5 O A6018 Mortgage Foreclosure 2., 6. 
m 
cat Other Real Property (26) O A6032 Quiet Title 
T O A6060 Other Real Property (not eminent domain, landlord/tenant, foreclosure) | 2., 6. 













nlt S c AE O A6021 Unlawful Detainer-Commercial (not drugs or wrongful eviction) 
2., 6. 
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gc 
om Unlawtul ATE O A6020 Unlawful Detainer-Residential (not drugs or wrongful eviction) 
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& Post-Foreclosure (34) O A6020F Unlawful Detainer-Post-Foreclosure 4,6 
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Unlawful Detainer-Drugs (38) | C) A6022 Unlawful Detainer-Drugs 
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_ Category No. ] (Check only one) 


Asset Forfeiture (05) O A6108 Asset Forfeiture Case 


Petition re Arbitration (11) O A6115 Petition to Compel/Confirm/Vacate Arbitration 
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O A6151 Writ - Administrative Mandamus 
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Provisionally Complex Litigation 


















































































O A6141 Sister State Judgment 
ec O A6160 Abstract of Judgment 
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- @a O A6030 Declaratory Relief Only 
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fb Governance (21) O A6113 Partnership and Corporate Governance Case 
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s O A6121 Civil Harassment 
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& 3 b O A6124 Elder/Dependent Adult Abuse Case 
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Ss (Not Specified Above) O A6190 Election Contest 
A 4 
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SHORT TITLE: . . CASE NUMBER 
Jane MBQ Doe, a minor vs. City of Los Angeles, et. al. 


Item Ill. Statement of Location: Enter the address of the accident, party's residence or place of business, performance, or other 
circumstance indicated in Item II., Step 3 on Page 1, as the proper reason for filing in the court location you selected. 









ADDRESS: 
7600 S Broadway 








REASON: Check the appropriate boxes for the numbers shown 
under Column C for the type of action that you have selected for 
this case. 















1. 02. C33. E24. C15. De. O7. C8. O89. 010. 


CITY: STATE: ZIP CODE: 
Los Angeles CA 90003 


Item IV. Declaration of Assignment: | declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true 







and correct and that the above-entitled matter is properly filed for assignment to the LOS Angeles courthouse in the 
Central District of the Superior Court of California, County of Los Angeles [Code Civ. Proc., $ 392 et seq., and Local 
Rule 2.0, subds. (b), (c) and (d)]. 


Dated: 5/1/2018 





ATURE OF ATTORNEY/FILING PARTY) 





PLEASE HAVE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS COMPLETED AND READY TO BE FILED IN ORDER TO PROPERLY 
COMMENCE YOUR NEW COURT CASE: 


1. Original Complaint or Petition. 

2. If filing a Complaint, a completed Summons form for issuance by the Clerk. 
3. Civil Case Cover Sheet, Judicial Council form CM-010. 
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Civil Case Cover Sheet Addendum and Statement of Location form, LACIV 109, LASC Approved 03-04 (Rev. 
03/11). 
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Payment in full of the filing fee, unless fees have been waived. 


6. A signed order appointing the Guardian ad Litem, Judicial Council form CIV-010, if the plaintiff or petitioner is a 
? minor under 18 years of age will be required by Court in order to issue a summons. 


7. Additional copies of documents to be conformed by the Clerk. Copies of the cover sheet and this addendum 
must be served along with the summons and complaint, or other initiating pleading in the case. 
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